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FINAL ACTION 

Status of the Claims 

1. This action is in response to papers filed 10 March 2004 in which Figure 16 was 
amended, a paper and computer readable form of the Sequence listing was submitted, claims 
1-2, 4, 8-9, 11-14, 16-18, 20-26, 29-31, 33, 36, 39, 41 were amended, claims 15 and 44-59 
were canceled and claims 60-61 were added. All of the amendments have been thoroughly 
reviewed and entered. 

The previous objections and rejections in the Office Action dated 10 November 2003, 
not reiterated below, are withdrawn in view of the amendments and Sequence Listing. All of 
the arguments have been thoroughly reviewed and are discussed below as they apply to the 
instant rejections. New grounds for rejection, necessitated by amendment are discussed. 

Claims 1-14, 16-43 and 602-61 are under prosecution. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

35 U.S.C. 112: first paragraph 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of 
carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1-14, 16-43 and 60-61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
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matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. 

The recitation "said proximal ends attached directly to a substrate" is added to the 
newly amended independent claims 1 and 24 (from which all other claims depend). However, 
the specification fails to define or provide any disclosure to support such claim recitation. The 
specification teaches the carbon nanotube grown on a substrate (e.g. page 12, lines 21-23). 
However, the instantly claimed "attached directly" encompasses numerous and various 
attachments e.g. attachment of pre-made nanotube onto a substrate via a linker, via a 
functional group, via covalent bond, via hydrogen bond, via hydrophilic/ hydrophobic 
interaction and etc. As such, the instantly claimed attachment encompasses a very large 
genus of attachments. In contrast, the specification teaches a single means of attachment i.e. 
growth of the nanotube. Because the specification does not teach the broadly claimed 
attachment, the amendment introduces new matter. 

MPEP 2 163.06 notes "If new matter is added to the claims, the examiner should reject 

THE CLAIMS UNDER 35 U.S.C. 112, FIRST PARAGRAPH - WRITTEN DESCRIPTION REQUIREMENT. IN RE 

RASMUSSEN, 650 F.2D 1212, 211 USPQ 323 (CCPA 1981)." MPEP 2163.02 teaches that 
"Whenever the issue arises, the fundamental factual inquiry is whether a claim defines an 
invention that is clearly conveyed to those skilled in the art at the time the application was 
filed... If a claim is amended to include subject matter, limitations, or terminology not present in 
the application as filed, involving a departure from, addition to, or deletion from the disclosure 
of the application as filed, the examiner should conclude that the claimed subject matter is not 
described in that application. " MPEP 2 163.06 further notes "WHEN AN AMENDMENT IS FILED IN 
reply to an objection or rejection based on 35 u.s.c. 112, first paragraph, a study of the 
entire application is often necessary to determine whether or not "new matter" is involved. 
Applicant should therefore specifically point out the support for any amendments made to the 
DISCLOSURE? (emphasis added). 
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35 U.S.C. 112: second paragraph 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards 
as the invention. 

Claim 16 is indefinite for the recitation "at least two nanotube tubules" because the 
recitation lacks proper antecedent basis in the "at least one" of Claim 1. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 3-5, 7-8, 11-14, 17-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Colbert et al (WO 98/05920, published 12 February 1998) in view of Lieber 
et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,159,742, issued 12 December 2000). 

Regarding Claim 1 , Colbert et al disclose a carbon nanotube array device comprising at 
least one nanotubule with a proximal end and a distal end, said proximal end attached to a 
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substrate wherein the attachment is direct i.e. the nanotube is used as formed on the original 
substrate (page 39, lines 24-30) and an electrically conductive biological compound attached to 
the nanotube (e.g. enzyme-moiety binding), hydrogen bonding (e.g. hybridization) or covalent 
bonding (page 23, line 1-page 24, line 7) or nucleic acid, amino acid, enzyme, protein or (e.g. 
page 23, line 6-page 24, line 7). Colbert et al teach the nanotube comprises a metallic 
material (page 37, line 24-page 38, line 19) but they do not specifically teach the metallic 
material is at the distal end wherein the biological compound is attached to the metallic 
material. 

However, carbon nanotubes having metallic material at distal ends for attachment of 
biomolecules was well known in the art at the time the claimed invention was made as taught 
byLieberetal (Fig. 1). Lieber et al further teach the metallic material provides for covalent, 
ionic, or dative binding of the biomolecule to the nanotube (Column 4, lines 21-24) whereby the 
binding force between single protein-ligand pairs are measured (Column 3, lines 51-55). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed invention 
was made to modify the carbon nanotube of Colbert et al by attaching the biomolecule to 
metallic material at the distal end of the nanotube for the expected benefit of measuring 
binding force between single protein-ligand pairs as taught by Lieber et al (Column 3, lines 51- 
55). 

Regarding Claim 3, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the tubule is a single wall 
or multi-wall carbon nanotube (page 6, lines 20-22). 

Regarding Claim 4, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the metallic material 
comprises at least one metallic compound e.g. nickel or copper (page 8, lines 14-16). 

Regarding Claim 5, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the metallic material 
comprises at least one metallic compound e.g. nickel, platinum or cobalt (page 41, lines 19-21). 
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Regarding Claim 7, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the metallic material is 
located at the distal end of the tubule i.e. the metallic material is integrated during tubule 
growth and therefore is at the distal end as well as throughout the tubule (page 41, lines 3-24). 

Regarding Claim 8, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the metallic material is 
present as a surface coating (page 14, lines 23-29) 

Regarding Claim 11, Colbert et al do not teach a non-metallic substrate. However, 
Lieber et al teach the similar device wherein the substrate is non-metallic i.e. silicon (Column 
4, lines 16-18). 

Regarding Claim 12, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the substrate is an 
electrically semi-conducting material e.g. gold, mercury (page 6, lines 26-page 7, line 23; page 
39, lines 3-7; and Fig. 8) and Lieber et al teach a semi-conducting material i.e. silicon (Column 
4, lines 16-18). 

Regarding Claim 13, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the substrate is an 
electrically semi-conducting material (page 6, lines 26-page 7, line 23; page 39, lines 3-7; and 
Fig. 8) and Lieber et al teach the semi-conducting material is silicon (Column 4, lines 16-18). 

Regarding Claim 14, Colbert et al disclose the device further comprising at least one 
biological molecule (page 21, line 20-page 22, line 6 and page 24, lines 1-7) and Lieber et al 
teach the biological molecules is chemically bonded to the metallic material (Column 3, lines 
56-65 and Column 4, lines 21-24). 

Regarding Claim 17, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the biological compound 
is immobilized via surface adsorption, ionic bonding (e.g. enzyme-moiety binding), hydrogen 
bonding (e.g. hybridization) or covalent bonding (page 23, line 1-page 24, line 7). 

Regarding Claim 18, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the biological compound 
is includes a linker e.g. thiol, or disulfide (page 35, lines 17-28 and page 39, lines 7-11). 

Regarding Claim 19, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the biological compound 
is includes thiol (page 35, lines 17-28). 
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Regarding Claim 20, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the compound is a 
nucleic acid, amino acid, enzyme, protein or derivatives thereof (e.g. page 23, line 6-page 24, 
line 7). 

Regarding Claim 21, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the biological compound 
is a derivatized nucleic acid, amino acid, enzyme, protein, or segment thereof (e.g. page 23, line 
6-page 24, line 7 and 39, lines 7-11). 

Regarding Claim 22, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the biological compound 
is DNA (page 24, lines 4-7). 

Regarding Claim 23, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the biological compound 
is DNA which is a derivative of single stranded DNA (page 24, lines 4-7) and Lieber et al teach 
the biological compound is a polynucleotide which is a derivative of single stranded DNA 
(Column 4, lines 59-67). 



8. Claims 2 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Colbert 
et al (WO 98/05920, published 12 February 1998) in view of Lieber et al (U.S. Patent No. 
6, 159,742, issued 12 December 2000) as applied to Claim 1 above and further in view of Saraf 
et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,656,693, filed 17 September 1998) OR Mirkin et al (U.S. Patent No. 
6,506,564, filed 26 June 2000) OR Connolly (U.S. Patent No. 6,399,303, filed 7 August 2000). 

Regarding Claims 2 and 16, Colbert et al and Lieber et al disclose a carbon nanotube 
array device as describe above wherein the device senses, measures, analyzes and manipulates 
objects with nanometer resolution (Colbert, page 3, lines 19-24 and Lieber, Column 3, lines 51- 
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55). Colbert and Lieber do not teach a pair of nanotubes bridged by the electrically conductive 
compound. 

However bridging electrically conductive biological compounds was well known in the 
art at the time the claimed invention was made as taught by each of Saraf et al, Mirkin et al 
and Connolly. 

Saraf et al teach a device comprising a substrate having pairs of electrodes coated with 
metallic material positioned proximally on the substrate wherein the distal ends of the 
electrodes are bridged by electrically conductive DNA (Column 3, lines 13-28; Column 7, line 

58- Column 8, lines and Fig. 1-5) wherein the device overcomes problems associated with 
photolithographic techniques (Column 2, lines 54-56). 

Mirkin et al also teach a device comprising a substrate having pairs of electrodes 
positioned proximally and bridged by electrically conductive DNA (Fig. 41) whereby target DNA 
are detected by a dramatic increase in conductivity (Column 92, lines 20-25) and whereby 
thousands of complementary DNA targets can be detected simultaneously (Column 92, lines 

59- 67). 

Furthermore, Connolly teaches a device comprising a substrate having pairs of 
electrodes positioned proximally and bridged by electrically conductive DNA whereby bridging 
provides "extremely sensitive* target molecule detection (Column 2, lines 22-59). 

Hence, bridging of biological compounds between arrayed structures to establish 
electrical contact between the structures was well known in the art at the time the claimed 
invention was made. And it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the claimed invention was made to modify the arrayed carbon nanotubes of Colbert and 
Lieber by bridging biological compounds between them as taught by Saraf et al, Mirkin et al 
and Connolly. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so based the teaching 
of Saraf et al wherein the device overcomes problems associated with photolithographic 
techniques (Column 2, lines 54-56) and/or based on the extremely sensitive target detection 
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taught by Connolly (Column 2, lines 22-59) and/or based on the dramatic increase in 
conductivity whereby thousands of complementary DNA targets can be detected 
simultaneously as taught by Mirkin et al (Column 92, lines 20-25 and 59-67). 



9. Claims 24-27, 29-30, 32-39, 41-43, 60 and 61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Colbert et al (WO 98/05920, published 12 February 1998) in view of 
Lieber et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,159,742, issued 12 December 2000) and further in view of Saraf 
et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,656,693, filed 17 September 1998) OR Mirkin et al (U.S. Patent No. 
6,506,564, filed 26 June 2000) OR Connolly (U.S. Patent No. 6,399,303, filed 7 August 2000). 

Regarding Claim 24, disclose a carbon nanotube array device comprising at least one 
nanotubule with a proximal end and a distal end, said proximal end attached to a substrate 
wherein the attachment is direct i.e. the nanotube is used as formed on the original substrate 
(page 39, lines 24-30) and an electrically conductive biological compound attached to the 
nanotube (e.g. enzyme-moiety binding), hydrogen bonding (e.g. hybridization) or covalent 
bonding (page 23, line 1-page 24, line 7) or nucleic acid, amino acid, enzyme, protein or (e.g. 
page 23, line 6-page 24, line 7). Colbert et al teach the nanotube comprises a metallic 
material (page 37, line 24-page 38, line 19) but they do not specifically teach the metallic 
material is at the distal end wherein the biological compound is attached to the metallic 
material. 

However, carbon nanotubes having metallic material at distal ends for attachment of 
biomolecules was well known in the art at the time the claimed invention was made as taught 
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by Lieber et al (Fig. 1). Lieber et al further teach the metallic material provides for covalent, 
ionic, or dative binding of the biomolecule to the nanotube (Column 4, lines 21-24) whereby the 
binding force between single protein-ligand pairs are measured (Column 3, lines 51-55). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed invention 
was made to modify the carbon nanotube of Colbert et al by attaching the biomolecule to 
metallic material at the distal end of the nanotube for the expected benefit of measuring 
binding force between single protein-ligand pairs as taught by Lieber et al (Column 3, lines 51- 
55). Colbert and Lieber do not teach a pair of nanotubes bridged by the electrically conductive 
compound. 

However bridging electrically conductive biological compounds was well known in the 
art at the time the claimed invention was made as taught by each of Saraf et al, Mirkin et al 
and Connolly. 

Saraf et al teach a device comprising a substrate having pairs of electrodes coated with 
metallic material positioned proximally on the substrate wherein the distal ends of the 
electrodes are bridged by electrically conductive DNA (Column 3, lines 13-28; Column 7, line 

58- Column 8, lines and Fig. 1-5) wherein the device overcomes problems associated with 
photolithographic techniques (Column 2, lines 54-56). 

Mirkin et al also teach a device comprising a substrate having pairs of electrodes 
positioned proximally and bridged by electrically conductive DNA (Fig. 41) whereby target DNA 
are detected by a dramatic increase in conductivity (Column 92, lines 20-25) and whereby 
thousands of complementary DNA targets can be detected simultaneously (Column 92, lines 

59- 67). 

Furthermore, Connolly teaches a device comprising a substrate having pairs of 
electrodes positioned proximally and bridged by electrically conductive DNA whereby bridging 
provides "extremely sensitive" target molecule detection (Column 2, lines 22-59). 
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Hence, bridging of biological compounds between arrayed structures to establish 
electrical contact between the structures was well known in the art at the time the claimed 
invention was made. And it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the claimed invention was made to modify the arrayed carbon nanotubes of Colbert and 
Lieber by bridging biological compounds between them as taught by Saraf et al, Mirkin et al 
and Connolly. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so based the teaching 
of Saraf et al wherein the device overcomes problems associated with photolithographic 
techniques (Column 2, lines 54-56) and/or based on the extremely sensitive target detection 
taught by Connolly (Column 2, lines 22-59) and/or based on the dramatic increase in 
conductivity whereby thousands of complementary DNA targets can be detected 
simultaneously as taught by Mirkin et al (Column 92, lines 20-25 and 59-67). 

Regarding Claim 25, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the tubule is a single wall 
or multi-wall carbon nanotube (page 6, lines 20-22). 

Regarding Claim 26, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the metallic material 
comprises at least one elemental metal, metallic alloy or combination e.g. nickel or copper 
(page 8, lines 14-16). 

Regarding Claim 27, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the metallic material is 
selected from e.g. nickel, platinum or cobalt (page 41, lines 19-21). 

Regarding Claim 29, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the metallic material is 
located at the distal end of the tubule i.e. the metallic material is integrated during tubule 
growth and therefore is at the distal end as well as throughout the tubule (page 41, lines 3-24). 

Regarding Claim 30, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the metallic material is 
present as a surface coating (page 14, lines 23-29). 

Regarding Claim 32, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the biological compound 
is DNA which is a derivative of single stranded DNA (page 24, lines 4-7) and Lieber et al teach 
the biological compound is a polynucleotide which is a derivative of single stranded DNA 
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(Column 4, lines 59-67). Furthermore, Mirkin et al teach the biological compound is a single 
stranded DNA (Column 92, lines 30-67) and Saraf et al teach the biological compound is a 
single stranded DNA (Column 5, lines 42-49). 

Regarding Claim 33, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein an electrical contact is 
established between at least two nanotubes in the array i.e. via attachment to the support, an 
electrical contact is established between the nanotubes (page 7, lines 4-21). 

Regarding Claim 34, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the biological compound 
is immobilized via surface adsorption, ionic bonding (e.g. enzyme-moiety binding), hydrogen 
bonding (e.g. hybridization) or covalent bonding (page 23, line 1-page 24, line 7). 

Regarding Claim 35, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the biological compound 
is chemically derivatized to include a linker e.g. thiol or disulfide (page 35, lines 17-28 and 
page 39, lines 7-11). 

Regarding Claim 36, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the biological compound 
is chemically derivatized to include a linker i.e. thiol (page 35, lines 17-28). 

Regarding Claim 37, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the compound is a nucleic 
acid, amino acid, enzyme, protein or derivatives thereof (e.g. page 23, line 6-page 24, line 7). 

Regarding Claim 38, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the biological compound 
is a derivatized nucleic acid, amino acid, enzyme, protein, or segment thereof (e.g. page 23, line 
6-page 24, line 7 and 39, lines 7-11). 

Regarding Claim 39, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the biological compound 
is DNA (page 24, lines 4-7). 

Regarding Claims 41-43, Colbert et al disclose the device wherein the device senses and 
detects various biological compounds (page 21, line 20-page 22, line 6 and page 23, line 1-page 
24, line 7). However, it is noted that the recitation intended use "capable of sensing and 
de tec ting.... "does not describe or define the structural components of the device. 
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Regarding Claims 60 and 61, the claims are drawn to and intended use or function of the 
device of Claim 24 i.e. contact between the tubules provides electrical charge (Claim 60) and 
the biological compound interacts with a target to produce a change in electrical conductivity. 
While Saraf et al, Mirkin et al and Connolly teach the bridging provides electrical charge 
conduction and target species interaction produces a change in conductivity (Saraf et al, 
Column 3, lines 13-28; Column 7, line 58-Column 8, lines and Fig. 1-5); (Mirkin et al, Column 
92, lines 20-25) and (Connolly, Column 2, lines 22-59), the recitation of an intended use or 
function does not describe or define the device over the prior art. 



10. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Colbert et al (WO 
98/05920, published 12 February 1998) in view of Deguchi et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,400,091, 
filed 14 March 2000). 

Regarding Claim 6, Colbert et al disclose a carbon nanotube array device comprising at 
least one nanotube with a proximal end and a distal end, said proximal end attached to a 
substrate and said tubule further comprising a metallic material (page 38, line 25-page 39, line 
23 and Fig. 8) wherein the metallic material is selected from one of several metals e.g. nickel, 
platinum or cobalt (page 41, lines 19-21) but they do not teach the metallic material is gold. 
However, it was well known in the art at the time the claimed invention was made that carbon 
nanotube preferably contained gold as taught by Deguchi et al (Column 6, lines 39-61) wherein 
the addition of metals such as gold prevent nanotube from being denatured (Column 6, lines 
46-49). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed 
invention was made to modify the nanotubes of Colbert et al by incorporating gold as taught by 
Deguchi et al for the expected benefit of preventing the nanotubes from being denatured as 
taught by Deguchi et al (Column 6, lines 46-49). 
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11. Claims 9, 10, 23, 31, 32 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Colbert et al (WO 98/05920, published 12 February 1998) in view of Massey 
et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,866,434, issued 2 February 1999). 

Regarding Claims 9, 10, 31 and 32, Colbert et al disclose a carbon nanotube array 
device comprising at least one nanotube with a proximal end and a distal end, said proximal 
end attached to a substrate and said tubule further comprising a metallic material (page 38, 
line 25-page 39, line 23 and Fig. 8) but they do not teach the device wherein the metallic 
material is particulate (e.g. bead) and at a terminal end of the nanotube. However, Massey et 
al teach a similar device comprising at least one nanotube comprising metallic material at a 
terminal end wherein the metallic material is a magnetic bead (Column 54,a lines 1-20). 
Massey et al further teach the magnetic bead at a terminal end "dramatically" improves the 
surface area (Column 54, lines 5-8) and are "extremely useful" for separation assays (Column 
52, lines 36-42). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the claimed invention was made to modify the nanotube s of Colbert et al by providing 
a magnetic bead at a terminal end as taught by Massey et al for the expected benefit 
dramatically improving surface area and easy separation as taught by Massey et al (Column 
52, lines 36-42 and Column 54, lines 1-20). 

Regarding Claim 23 and 40, Colbert et al teach the device wherein the biological 
compound is DNA (page 24, lines 4-7) but they are silent regarding the DNA being single- 
stranded. However, Massey et al teach the similar device wherein the biological compound is 
single-stranded DNA (Column 53, lines 52-67) whereby the DNA probe assays are performed 
with dramatically improved surface area (Column 54, lines 1-20). It would have been obvious 
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to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed invention was made to apply the 
single-stranded DNA of Massey et al to the DNA taught by Colbert et al for the expected benefit 
of performing DNA probe assays with dramatically improved surface area as taught by Massey 
et al (Column 54, lines 1-20). 



Remarks 

12. Applicant's arguments have been considered but are deemed moot in view of the 
amendments, withdrawn rejections and new grounds for rejection. 

However, it is noted that Applicant arguments address numerous elements which are 
not limitations of the claims e.g. nanotubules grown directly on the surface of the substrate; 
individual nanotubes on the substrate at predetermined sites; precise placement of the 
nanotubules. These elements are not claimed and therefore comments directed toward theses 
elements are not commensurate in scope with the instant claims. 

Furthermore, Applicant argues that the applied references teach elements not claimed 
e.g. Massey requires an assay-performance-substance linked to the ECL compound. 

The additional elements taught by the cited references are encompassed by the open 
claim language "comprising" recited in the instant claims. 



13. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant 
is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
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MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 



14. No claim is allowed. 

15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BJ Forman whose telephone number is (571) 272-0741. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 6:00 TO 3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gary Benzion can be reached on (571) 272-0782. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBG) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 



BJ Forman, Ph.D. 




Primary Examiner 
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